Generative roles refer to observable, behavioral community positions that embody aspects of teaching and nurturing that are central to the concept of generativity. Two studies are presented that describe generative roles in a community sample and provide psychometric data for a short index of generative roles. The first study also provides reliability and validity data from a second informant. The second study examines generative roles at different stages of adolescence and adulthood. Participants were asked 8 yes/no questions about a variety of community roles. The validity of the GRI was supported by significant correlations with the Loyola Generativity Scale, a widely used measure of generative concern (r=.33), and measures of related constructs. The correlations were similar across age categories. The Generative Roles Index has good psychometric qualities and complements existing measures of generativity by providing behavioral, observable data on roles.
Introduction
The concept of generativity was introduced by Erik Erikson (1950 Erikson ( /1993 ) in his stage model of personality development. Erikson contends that adults, as part of the process of ego development, wrestle with the conflict of "generativity vs. stagnation." In order to progress to the next stage of ego development, adults must learn to nurture and guide future generations. He places this psychosocial conflict as the seventh of eight major developmental stages, and loosely associates it with middle-age and parenthood. However, generativity need not be limited to parenthood, as Erikson himself notes. Generativity is now more widely construed to refer to all sorts of sustained efforts to nurture and guide, such as teaching. Generativity has been measured a variety of ways; however, existing measures of generativity are limited by primarily focusing on perceptions and selfreported concern for future generations (Gruenewald, Liao, & Seeman, 2012) . This study presents psychometric data for a new measure, the Generative Roles Index, which is a behaviorally-focused measure of the generative roles that people play in their community.
The Construct of Generativity
Generativity is closely related to generosity and altruism, which also involve shifting one's concerns from the self to a broader social orientation (Ryff & Migdal, 1984; Vaillant, 1995) . According to Erikson (1950 Erikson ( /1993 , generativity is also meant to encompass synonyms such as productivity and creativity. What distinguishes generativity from these other constructs is its emphasis on benefitting future generations (Azarow, 2003) ; thus, generativity can involve giving, helping, or creating when these are done from a conscious concern for children, younger people or the betterment of others in the future.
McAdams and de St. Aubin (1992) expanded on Erikson's concept of generativity by identifying seven facets of generativity: cultural demand; inner desire; conscious concern for the next generation; belief in the goodness of the species; generative commitment; generative action; and finally, a person's narrative of generativity. They contend that cultural demand (societal opportunities, developmental expectations) and inner desire to be needed combine to produce concern for future generations. This concern is supported by a belief in the overall goodness of the human species, and as a result, people take on generative commitments (goals, decisions), which then develops into generative action (offering, creating, maintaining).
Generativity, with its emphasis on intergenerational concern, is inherently an interpersonal construct (de St. Aubin, 2013). As seen in Erikson's original examples of parenting and teaching, it shares elements with healthy parent-child relationships and compassionate love. McAdams and de St. Aubin (1992) suggest that it also shares elements with other constructs at the family and community level of the social ecology. As the classic exemplar of teaching suggests, generativity is not just about family relationships but also about relationships with people across one's social network (Bradley, 1997; Bradley & Marcia, 1998) . Generativity is also inherently a form of generosity. It involves giving for the sake of giving without expectation of concrete reciprocation.
Generativity also is related to meaning making (de St. Aubin, 2013; Schnell, 2009 Schnell, , 2011 . Continuing development of psychosocial virtues is important for developing a coherent sense of meaning in life and is important in the struggle between generativity and stagnation. According to Erikson, individuals resolve this particular developmental crisis by choosing to turn outward and help future generations rather than regressing towards selfishness. Furthermore, Kotre (1984) suggests that people use generativity (and its products) as a means to creating a lasting legacy, a symbolic immortality of sorts. Their generativity is partly driven by a desire to leave something of lasting value that will outlast and give meaning to their lives. Another facet of generativity that is shared with meaning making is the desire to maintain traditions (Vaillant, 1995) . It follows that those who endorse more generative roles are also likely to score higher on measures of meaning making. These connections to meaning making also suggest connections to well-being. As suggested by Erikson's original phrasing of this stage, those who fail to achieve generativity will experience stagnation. Those who succeed with this developmental challenge should have better psychological well-being (de St. Aubin, 2013).
Generativity Across the Lifespan
In Erikson's original formulation (1950/1993) , generativity was limited to adulthood and even more specifically to middle adulthood. Contemporary generativity scholarship has preserved and even heightened this emphasis (Azarow, 2003; Ryff & Migdal, 1984; Vaillant, 1995) . For one to be generative, one must not only do generous, creative, and productive activities, but these actions must further be motivated by a generative concern. In this model, although adolescents may exhibit some signs of generativity, they are unable to fully develop the drive to care for the next generation that is essential to being truly generative until later in life. However, the emphasis on invariant, fixed stages has been questioned by others, especially in light of changing social norms such as later marriage (Meeus, Iedema, Helsen, & Vollebergh, 1999; Shulman & Connolly, 2013 ) and more generally fixed-stage models have not held up well to empirical scrutiny (Hamby, 2014; Vaillant, 1995 
Existing Measures of Generativity
Reflecting the era in which the concept was proposed, many early measures of generativity relied on projective tests such as the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) (Peterson, 1998; Peterson & Stewart, 1996) . Although the laborintensive nature of projective assessment and questions about the reliability and validity of projective tests have led to a decrease in this method, it is still occasionally used (Hofer, Busch, Chasiotis, Kärtner, & Campos, 2008). Q-sort techniques, usually involving arranging 100 cards with generative statements in order from most to least characteristic of the participant, have also been used to assess generativity (Block, 1961) . Q-sort typically requires rank ordering which can help minimize social desirability (because not all socially desirable items can be equally strongly endorsed). However, these are also labor-intensive and, although the psychometrics may be superior to those of the TAT, it is not clear if they provide substantially better data than other self-report approaches.
Currently, generativity is most often assessed with structured self-report questionnaires. Most existing generativity measures tap into the attitudinal and motivational components of intergenerational concern (Hawley, 1985; McAdams & de St Aubin, 1992; Ochse & Plug, 1986) . The most widely used is the Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS) (McAdams & de St Aubin, 1992). The LGS is a self-report measure of generative concern in which participants assess statements such as "You feel that other people need you." Attitudinal and motivational items capture an important element of generativity, but they do not indicate whether respondents actually behave generatively. For example, one item on the Ochse and Plug (1986) scale reads "I enjoy caring for young children," but does not ask how often the participant actually looks after children. It is difficult to distinguish values and intentions from the actual embodiment of generativity in an individual's families and communities with many of these items.
To complement the LGS, McAdams and de St. Aubin (1992) also created the Generative Behavior Checklist (GBC) a list of various giving acts, such as "taught somebody a skill" and "taught somebody about right and wrong, good and bad". The GBC provides behavioral data, and offers a simple, objective scoring method. However, many of GBC items are single giving acts and may not represent nurturing concern. The GBC includes many items that are similar to measures of helping behaviors, such as Amato's (1990) widely used scale. Although some of this conceptual overlap reflects true overlap in the constructs, the use of similar items for generativity and for other measures of helping also limits the ability to distinguish any differences between generativity and other forms of generosity.
The Current Study
In sum, most existing measures of generativity have been aimed at measuring underlying motives and generative concerns. We propose, however, that generative action, to use McAdam's and de St. Aubin's term, is equally important in assessing generativity. Concern without action is not enough to determine one's generativity. Further, although we recognize that at some level generativity is comprised of individual acts, we share Vaillant's (1995) belief that a sustained responsibility for caring for others is a hallmark of generativity, and exemplars such as teacher represent a more sustained commitment to care for younger generations than do single donations or other one-time acts of giving. To address this shortcoming, we developed a measure to investigate observable, behavioral roles that signal generative action and commitment.
Generative action and commitment can of course be expressed in a wide variety of roles, even those which do not have teaching or nurturing as a central element or that also come with substantial other rewards, such as high pay. However, there are some roles for which teaching and development are central aspects, including not only the classic exemplar of teacher but also roles such as coach and tutor. These are also common and relatively easily accessible roles in many communities and so relevant to much of the population. The Generative Roles Index retains the strengths (behavioral data, simplicity of scoring) of other measures, particularly of the Generative Behaviors Checklist (McAdams & de St Aubin, 1992), while focusing on roles, simplifying language, and keeping length short.
The purpose of this paper is to present preliminary data for generative roles in two studies. In both studies, frequency of several generative roles is presented along with convergent validity as indicated by associations with several measures of constructs that have, as noted above, been theoretically linked to generativity in the existing literature: interpersonal strengths, generosity, meaning making and well-being. In the first study, we also assess correlation with reports by a second informant. In the second study, we explore engagement in generative roles across different age groups from adolescence through middle adulthood.
Study 1 Method

Participants
The participants were 104 pairs from rural areas of two southern states, the main participant and a close friend or partner "who knew them well." These "close informants" were most often family members (58%) but also a significant portion were friends (42%). Participants ranged in age between 11 to 64 years old (M=28.8, SD=11.8). 36% of participants were male, and 64% were female. Consistent with census data for the area, 90% of participants were European American/White; 4% were African American/Black, 1% were Asian, and 5% reported more than one race.
At the time of the study, 20% of participants were currently in middle or high school, and 35% of participants held either a high school diploma or a GED. 36% of participants earned between $20,000-$50,000; 24% earned more than $50,000 per year. 24% of participants reported living in a "rural area" with a population of less than 2,500 people; 35% reported living in a "small town" with a population 2,500-20,000 people; 19% reported living in a "town" with 20,000-100,000 people, and 23% reported living somewhere with more than 100,000 people.
Procedure
Participants were recruited through word of mouth and a local email list for classifieds advertisements. All participants and close informants were given a $40 Wal-Mart gift card for their participation. Participants and close informants each completed a computer-assisted self-interview (CASI) using The Survey System software as part of a larger study on character development and personal strengths. Participants answered questions about themselves; close informants answered an abbreviated questionnaire about their "study partner."
Measures
Generative Roles Index. The Generative Roles Index was created for this project to capture sustained commitment in generative roles. A variety of roles in which teaching and developmental guidance are central were included, such as coach and tutor. We chose to include roles that are common in a wide range of communities, including the rural Southern community where the survey was conducted. One purpose of our study is to be more inclusive about religious-based strengths so we also included the roles of Sunday School teacher and Bible study leader. See Appendix 1. Adults were asked 8 yes/no questions; adolescents were asked 5 yes/no items. Answer choices listed were simply "yes" or "no." Items were worded to be easily understood and appropriate to the community in which our sample is located, which has relatively low rates of educational attainment. The final version has a Flesch-Kincaid reading level of grade 5.1. Close informants were asked all items in regards to the main participant. For example, the close-informant version reads:
"at some time in their life, my study partner has been a tutor." We counted the number of yes answers, which could range from 0 to 8 (or 0 and 5 for minors), with higher scores indicating more behavioral measures of generative roles. Internal consistency (coefficient alpha) is .73, and correlations with a close informant are moderate (r=.39, p=.000).
Loyola Generativity Scale. The Loyola Generativity Scale Short Form (McAdams & de St Aubin, 1992) is a widelyused measure of generative concern. Five items were rephrased to the first person from the second person to be consistent with other items on the survey . A sample item is "I like to teach things to people." One item was omitted due to language concerns for our sample. Participants responded using a 4-point Likert scale, indicating whether each statement is mostly true, somewhat true, a little true, or not true. The close informants are asked the same items pertaining to the main participant. Coefficient alpha (internal consistency) is .90, and correlations with a close informant are moderate (r=.37, p=.000).
Generous Behaviors Index. Generosity is an important facet of generativity. The Generous Behaviors Index asks participants to select which activities they have participated in during the last year (15 total items; answers are yes/no), and it includes items such as "spent time volunteering at a charity" and "helped out at church, school, or a community organization." The original scale (Amato, 1990 ) included 46 items, of which we selected and modified the wording of 7 items; in addition, Hamby, Grych and Banyard (2013) wrote 8 items to better assess ways in which one may be generous without emphasizing a monetary component. Second informants were given an identical checklist and asked to indicate which activities their study partner has participated in during the last year. Internal consistency (coefficient alpha) is .80, and correlations with a close informant are moderate (r=.33, p=.001).
Grateful Behaviors Scale. The Grateful Behaviors scale ) is another measure of interpersonal behaviors that is included here as a means of establishing convergent validity. This scale assesses common grateful behaviors and is applicable to participants with and without children. Items reads, "I think children should write personal thank you notes for birthday and holiday presents" and "I have told a teacher, coach, religious leader, boss, or other important person in my life how much he or she has meant to me." Participants assess the extent to which each item applies to them using a 4-point Likert scale (mostly true about me, somewhat true about me, a little true about me or not true about me). Scales were a simple sum, with higher scores indicating more gratitude. Second informants answered all items in reference to the main participant. Coefficient alpha (internal consistency) is .55; correlations with a close informant were modest (r=.24, p=.018).
Parent Generative Roles Index ) Three items that measure esteemed communal roles that one's parents might hold (potentially providing social support, networking, etc.). Items asking about parent generative roles are all yes/no items. Items are: "has one of your parents ever been a teacher or coach?" "has one of your parents ever been a Sunday school teacher, Bible study group leader, or church leader?" and " has one of your parents ever been a volunteer in the community for a charity, scouts, or other community group?" Scores are a simple sum, with higher scores indicating higher levels of parent generative roles. Second informants also answered all items in reference to the main participant's parents. Coefficient alpha (internal consistency) is .72, and correlations with a close informant were moderate (r=.42, p=.000).
Meaning Subjective Well-Being. Five items from the Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) measure a person's satisfaction in life and subjective wellbeing. As well-being can be an outcome of generativity, this measure is included as a means of convergent validity. Participants answered on a 4-point Likert scale with options "mostly true about me," "somewhat true about me," "a little true about me," or "not true about me." Second informants answered the same items about their study partner. Internal consistency (coefficient alpha) is .90, and correlations with a close informant were moderate (r=.30, p=.003).
Compassionate Love. Four items from the Compassionate Love Scale, designed by Sprecher and Fehr (2005) , assess the extent to which an individual displays care and concern for others, and as such, it measures an important component of intimate relationships. As generativity also embodies an element of concern for others, this measure is included as a means to establishing convergent validity. A representative item with simplified wording states, "Helping family or friends gives me a lot of meaning in my life" (in the original scale, this item reads, "One of the activities that provides me with the most meaning to my life is helping others with whom I have a close relationship"). Second informants were also asked all items about the main participant. Internal consistency (coefficient alpha) is .72, and correlations with a close informant are moderate (r=.41, p=.000).
Workplace Integration . Four items adapted from a scale about military work environments (U.S. Air Force, 2011), this version assesses involvement and integration in the civilian workplace, and is included as a measure of investment in relationships beyond the family and another indicator of convergent validity. For example, an item originally worded as "I enjoy discussing my unit organization with people outside of it" was instead presented as "I enjoy discussing my job with people outside of it." Participants indicated whether each statement was mostly true, somewhat true, a little true or not true, and scores were a simple sum, with higher scores indicating higher levels of workplace integration. These items were only asked of participants who reported that they were currently employed outside of the home. Likewise, second informants also answered all items in regards to the main participant if the main participant reported current employment. Internal consistency (coefficient alpha) is .82, and correlations with a close informant were moderate (r=.39, p=.007).
Results
Frequency of Generative Roles
The roles we chose to include were relatively common in this sample, ranging from 16% (teacher, an item asked only of adults) to 50% (tutor) of the sample. These relatively high rates are good for statistical purposes and also consistent with Erikson's idea that generativity is a central developmental task.
Correlations with Other
Theoretically-Related Constructs
The GRI correlated moderately and significantly with the LGS, a measure of generative concern, as expected. See Table 1 . The GRI was also correlated with other behavioral measures of helping and empathic concern. The correlation with the Generous Behaviors Index was the highest we examined at .52. The GRI also correlated positively with the Grateful Behaviors scale. Likewise, the GRI positively correlated with the Parent Generative Roles Index, which measures similar items of generative involvement in the community, and so also indicates intergenerational transmission of generative roles. The GRI also was moderately correlated with the Meaning Making Practices Scale, which also has a behavioral focus and also assesses different expressions of the desire to be involved in something greater than oneself and to leave something positive behind. The GRI had more modest, but still significant, positive correlations with two indicators of wellbeing, the Purpose/Meaning in Life scale and Subjective Well-being. Other measures indicating nurturing concern or involvement in one's social network, represented here by scale for Compassionate Love and Workplace Integration, had fairly low positive correlations. The correlation with Workplace Integration was not significant.
Correlations with second-informant ratings Self-report ratings of the Generative Roles Index correlated moderately with close-informant ratings (r=.44, p=.000). See Table 1 . Correlations tended to be positive and in the expected direction, ranging from .01 to .21, with the only exception being the correlation with the Workplace Integration items (r=-.05). 
Participants
The participants were 1706 individuals from Southern states who completed a broader survey on character development and coping with adversity. Participants (N=1706) ranged in age from 11-70 years old (M=29.3 years; SD=12.3 years). 63% of the sample was female. 47% of participants reported being employed at least part time, and 61% reported no education beyond the high school/GED level. 39% of participants reported a total household income of less than $20,000 per year; 36% reported between $20,000 and $50,000 per year; 25% reported a household income of over $50,000. Most participants were White, non-Hispanic (75 %), 12% reported Black/African American, 7% considered themselves Hispanic or Latino/a, 4% reported multiple races, 1% reported American Indian or Alaska Native, 0.4% reported Asian, and .5% reported Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander.
Procedure
The procedures were similar to Study 1, but in Study 2 a wider variety of advertising strategies was used to recruit participants. Most participants (83%) were recruited from community events, such as local festivals and county fairs. Others were recruited through word of mouth (13%) and newspaper, mail, or other advertising (4%). Our broader range of recruitment strategies allowed us to reach segments of the population who are seldom included in psychology research. Although we made every effort to simplify language, offer an easy-to-use interface, and make available the option to participate via oral interview, it was our observation that limited reading and computer skills kept some interested individuals from participating. Thus, this sample is most representative of community members with at least a 6 th grade reading ability and some experience using a computer. Technical problems and time limitations at events also kept some individuals from completing the survey. The overall completion rate was 86%. The incentive for Study 2 was a $30 Walmart gift card (less than Study 1 because people were not asked to bring a study partner). The survey was again administered as a CASI with an audio option, this time on the Snap10 software platform.
Measures
Measures were the same as in Study 1. Reliability and validity statistics for these measures are presented in Table 2 . 9. Results
Rates, Reliability and Validity
Consistent with Study 1, participation in each item ranged from 11% for teacher to 38% for tutor. Table 2 presents internal consistency (coefficient alpha) data from Study 2 for each of the measures used. Alphas ranged from .40 to .94.
Also consistent with the findings from Study 1, the Generative Roles Index moderately, positively correlates with other measures of interpersonal behaviors and wellbeing, including the Loyola Generativity Scale, the Generous Behaviors Index, the Grateful Behaviors Scale, and the Parent Generative Roles Index. It also positively correlated with Meaning Making Practices and the two measures of well-being, Purpose: Meaning in Life and Subjective WellBeing: Satisfaction with Life. Again consistent with earlier findings, it only modestly, positively correlates with interpersonal measures of nurture (Compassionate Love Scale and Workplace Integration-General). Significant correlations ranged from .06 to .46. See Table 2 . These generally provide evidence of convergent validity for the GRI, especially for other measures of generativity, generosity and well-being. Although significant in this large sample, our other measures of interpersonal concern and investment showed only weak relationships with the GRI.
Developmental Patterns in Generative Roles
Generativity is classically thought of as characteristic of middle age, but this has seldom been empirically addressed. To assess how the GRI performed for different age groups, participants were divided into age groups of 10-17 year olds (N=320), 18-29 year olds (N=587), 30-39 year olds (N=356), and 40 years old and above (N=374). Table 3 presents correlations between the Generative Roles Index and the other related measures with participants divided by age. Overall, the findings suggest that the Generative Role Index is similarly associated with related constructs at all age levels. There was a trend towards a significant age difference in the size of the association for Purpose (p = .065), but otherwise these are all statistically similar correlations. 
Discussion
Generative behavior has been recognized as an important component of generativity for decades (Gruenewald, et al., 2012; McAdams & de St Aubin, 1992) . However, until now no measure of roles indicating a sustained commitment to generative action has been available. The Generative Roles Index addresses this gap in the literature as it assesses a range of common, specific generative roles relevant across the lifespan. The relatively high rates of participation in these roles in both samples support the centrality of generativity as an important developmental task. The GRI showed good reliability and validity in two community samples, including moderate correlations of generative roles with a close informant, and moderate correlations with one of the most widely used measures of generative concern, the Loyola Generativity Scale (McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992) .
Convergent validity was also demonstrated with moderate positive correlations with other related constructs, including the Generous Behaviors Index and Grateful Behaviors Scale, both measures of interpersonal helping behaviors. It also moderately correlated with measures of Parent Generative Roles, one of the only intergenerational measures used in this study. Meaning Making Practices also moderately, positively correlated with the GRI, supporting theoretical work linking these two constructs (de St. Aubin, 2013).
A particular strength of this data set is the inclusion of second informant data. The correlations with second informants were particularly strong and significant for the Generative Roles Index, perhaps because it asks about observable, behavioral measures. Self-report has well-known limitations, including social desirability biases, exaggeration, and misinterpretation. These data should help to counteract some of the inherent limitations of self-report. The significant correlation between participants' own reports of their generative roles and their study partner's reports suggest that, for this scale, social desirability does not strongly influence self-report ratings. As all of the roles we ask about are observable (and largely verifiable through other outside sources), participants might be more inclined to answer honestly, especially given that roles such as teacher and Bible study group leader are likely well-known communal roles. The inclusion of second informant data lends an aspect of validity to this measure that is uncommon amongst other self-report studies.
Perhaps the greatest strength of this study is the sample. It is varied by gender, age, income, and many other variables. It is not limited to the stereotypical set of college sophomores. The items in this measure were tailored to be appropriate to this sample. For example, items are straightforward with no negative wording or reverse scoring. These features are particularly important for community-based research, especially for populations, such as the one we drew our sample from, where educational attainment is relatively low. By wording items simply, we allowed a greater, more representative portion of the population to partake in the study. Five of the eight items included also are written specifically to be suitable to participants of all ages. Including items that are applicable to children is another way in which we allow for a more representative community sample.
Furthermore, it is the applicability to all ages that allows us to begin to look at generativity across the lifespan, an area which has not been extensively studied thus far, although a few studies have started to document aspects of generativity in younger ages (Guastello, et al., 2014; Lawford, et al., 2005 ; Pratt, Norris, Arnold, & Filyer, 1999). Even for younger age groups, such as 10-17 year olds or 18-29 year olds, correlations with related constructs remain moderate and significant. The consistency of the correlational data both across studies and across age groups suggests that the abbreviated version of this measure is applicable to participants of all ages, a particular strength given the fact that most existing literature focuses on generativity in middle and older adult populations. These findings are consistent with work by Carlo and Randall (2002) on prosocial tendencies among adolescents, studies that show a range of helping behaviors among teens. The GRI, however, expands the work of Carlo and Randall by indicating ways in which even young people may take on roles and exhibit behaviors that involve giving to others in a committed and more sustained way than single incident generosity. The current measure has potential as a tool to investigate the presence of and changes in generativity across the lifespan.
These correlational findings offer some support for the model of generativity proposed by McAdams and de St. Aubin's (1992), where generativity is primarily an interpersonal, intergenerational construct. It follows logically that somebody who allocates their time and resources towards the future generation might also exhibit higher levels of generosity, which is also supported by the data. Likewise, the significant positive correlations with the Meaning Making Practices scale ) support Kotre's (1984) and Vaillant's (1995) contention that generativity stems from the desire to create a lasting legacy, to leave something behind that will endure longer than one's own life. The Generative Roles Index aligns with the existing literature on generativity while adding a behavioral measure of a more sustained commitment to the future generation.
Limitations
The limitations of these data should be acknowledged when considering the results. Although both samples were drawn from the community, the sample is drawn from one particular region of the country. Some of the items, such as Bible study leader, were designed with our rural Southern community in mind. We had relatively high levels of endorsement for all of our roles, suggesting we were successful in identifying common ones in this community. However, some roles may be less applicable elsewhere. Our approach of identifying salient generative roles might be adapted for communities where the roles might be different, both within and outside the United States. For example, the role of community elder embodies generativity and might be appropriate in some communities.
Implications
Future research could further explore other aspects of generativity, including community-specific aspects of generative action. Our findings showing relative consistency in the associations of generative roles with other attributes across developmental stages suggest more research should assess manifestations of generativity across the life cycle. We also recommend more work on behavioral indicators of personality to complement assessments of motives and attitudes. As has been noted by others, we believe investigation of generative roles holds promise for better understanding resilience following adversity (de St. Aubin, 2013). Recent work has indicated that generativity is tied to regulatory strengths as well as the interpersonal an meaning making strengths shown here (Busch & Hofer, 2012) . These three life domains-regulatory, interpersonal and meaning making-have been identified as central in the Resilience Portfolio Model and suggest the importance of generativity for promoting resilience and well-being (Grych, Hamby, & Banyard, 2014) . Finally, this study also provides a model for using a close informant to supplement self-report data on personal strengths. The Generative Roles Index provides one means of furthering research in these areas.
